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We study the growth of the operator entanglement entropy (EE) of the time evolution operator in
chaotic, many-body localized (MBL) and Floquet systems. In the random field Heisenberg model we
find a universal power law growth of the operator EE at weak disorder, a logarithmic growth at strong
disorder, and extensive saturation values in both cases. In a Floquet spin model, the saturation
value after an initial linear growth is identical to the value of a random unitary operator (the Page
value). We understand these properties by mapping the operator EE to a global quench problem
evolved with a similar parent-Hamiltonian in an enlarged Hilbert space with the same chaotic, MBL
and Floquet properties as the original Hamiltonian. The scaling and saturation properties reflect
the spreading of the state EE of the corresponding time evolution. We conclude that the EE of the
evolution operator should characterize the propagation of information in these systems.
PACS numbers: 03.67.Bg,05.45.Mt,75.10.Pq
I. INTRODUCTION
Chaotic behavior is usually associated with a rapid loss
of information about the initial state of a system. In
quantum systems, this can for example be quantified by
studying the time dependence of measures for quantum
information, most notably for the entanglement of two
subsystems. Typically, chaotic systems will quickly en-
tangle the susbsystems over time, even if they are initially
in a product state and the spread of entanglement is usu-
ally faster than the transport of particles. The notion of
quantum chaos is now usually connected to an effective
random matrix theory, which is argued to be responsible
for the mechanism of thermalization1–3.
The dynamical process of thermalization can be stud-
ied by a quench, where the initial state is prepared for ex-
ample as the groundstate of a local Hamiltonian H0 and
the Hamiltonian is suddenly changed to another Hamil-
tonian H of interest, governing the time evolution of the
wave function. Thermalization can then be monitored by
various quantities, among which the entanglement en-
tropy (EE) provides a particularly appealing measure,
since it encodes the scrambling of information about the
initial state. In generic quantum systems, it grows very
fast (a power law4, except for the logarithmic growth
in many-body localized (MBL) systems4–8) until it satu-
rates to a large value which scales as the volume of the
system and is determined by the initial state (which itself
is usually constructed to have low entanglement).
While this scenario is very well studied, it seems clear
that the scrambling of information about the initial state
is not a property of the wave function, but rather that
of the Hamiltonian. This is particularly plausible when
thinking of two extreme cases, a generic system with dif-
fusive transport, which exhibits a ballistic growth of the
quench EE4,9, compared to an MBL system, where the
growth of the quench EE is logarithmic in time and thus
very slow, while using the same initial product state in
both cases. A multitude of previous works has estab-
lished the differences of these two classes of systems re-
garding aspects of the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the
Hamiltonian, exhibiting e.g. volume- vs area-law entan-
glement entropy10–16 and the validity or violation15,17,18
of the eigenstate thermalization hypothesis19–21, all re-
vealing properites of the Hamiltonian.
Motivated by the success of the study of the quench
EE, we propose here to study the operator entangle-
ment entropy (opEE)22–26 of the time evolution operator,
which is one of those state independent measures27,28 for
a quantum operation(in some references26,29 termed as
Shannon entropy of the reshuffled matrix). It is probably
simplest to be described in the matrix product operator
(MPO) language30. As shown in Fig. 1, an operator can
be viewed as a matrix product state with two copies of
physical indices. Then its entanglement entropy can be
similarly defined as for the state. Since the time evolu-
tion operator of a local Hamiltonian clearly contains all
the information for all possible initial states and corre-
lates distant parts of the system increasingly with time,
we expect that its opEE will grow with time and possibly
saturate close to its maximal value.
We note that the operator entanglement entropy is the
relevant quantity for the efficiency of encoding operators
as an MPO6,24, since it governs the required bond di-
mension. In the context of MBL, it was shown that the
Hamiltonian is diagonalized by a unitary operator that
can be represented by an MPO with finite bond dimen-
sion and therefore low opEE31,32, compared to the case
of a chaotic system, where we expect the opEE of the
diagonalizing operator to be a volume law.
In this paper, we present the concept of the opEE of the
time evolution operator and demonstrate that it grows as
a power law in time for generic quantum systems up to a
saturation value which scales as the volume of the system.
In Sec. II, we define the opEE of time evolution operator.
In Sec. III, we map the opEE to the state EE in a quench
problem as a way to understand the general growth and
saturation behaviors. Then in Sec. IV we introduce the
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FIG. 1. Matrix product state (MPS) and matrix product
operator (MPO). Upper panel: diagrammatic representation
of matrix product state. Each tip of the vertical bond is
a physical index; horizontal bonds contract auxillary matrix
indices. After performing a left and right canonicalization
up to one bond, the chosen bond will contain all the Schmidt
eigenvalues that determine the entanglement entropy. Bottom
panel: the matrix product operator can be viewed as a matrix
product state with two copies of physical indices on each site,
then its entanglement entropy can be similarly defined and
calculated by a matrix product algorithm.
spin chain models and discuss in detail the growth and
saturation of their opEE in Sec. VI and V. Finally we
conclude in Sec. VII. App. A introduces the channel-state
duality to understand opEE. App. B contains a technical
calculation of average opEE of random unitary operators.
App. C contains the numerical technique we used for a
conserved sector of the Heisenberg spin chain.
II. OPERATOR ENTANGLEMENT ENTROPY
(OPEE) OF THE TIME EVOLUTION OPERATOR
A. Definition
We begin by reviewing the definition of entanglement
entropy for a pure state. Then by assigning a Hilbert
space structure for linear operators, we show that the
time evolution operator is a normalized “wave function”
in the operator space and therefore the entanglement en-
tropy for it can be naturally defined.
1. Wave function entanglement entropy
For a real space bipartition into subsystems A and B, a
pure state |ψ〉 in the Hilbert space H can be represented
in a basis which is the tensor product of the orthonormal
bases of the two subsystems {|i〉A} and {|j〉B}:
|ψ〉 =
∑
ij
ψij |i〉A ⊗ |j〉B (1)
where the coefficients are given by the inner product
ψij =
(
A〈i| ⊗ B〈j|
)
|ψ〉. (2)
The reduced density matrix of subsystem A is then ob-
tained by performing the partial trace of the pure density
matrix |ψ〉〈ψ| over the subsystem B:
ρA = TrB |ψ〉〈ψ| ⇒ ρAij =
∑
k
ψikψ
∗
jk (3)
and the von Neumann entanglement entropy (which cor-
responds to the Re´nyi entropy with Re´nyi index q = 1)
is the Shannon entropy of its eigenvalues λn:
SA = −Tr(ρA ln ρA) = −
∑
n
λn lnλn. (4)
2. Operator entanglement entropy
The concept of the entanglement entropy introduced
above has been generalized to the space of operators23,
which is also a Hilbert space {O, (·, ·)} with the inner
product (·, ·) : O×O→ C on the space of linear operators
O on H. The inner product for two operators Oˆ1, Oˆ2 ∈ O
is defined by
(Oˆ1, Oˆ2) =
1√
dim(O)
Tr(Oˆ†1Oˆ2). (5)
Here dim(O) = dim(H)2 is the dimension of the oper-
ator space. We can now construct two complete basis
sets {Aˆi} and {Bˆi} which are orthonormal with respect
to the inner product (5) and consist only of operators
with a support on the subsystems A and B respectively.
The two bases span operator spaces OA = span({Aˆi}) on
the subsystem A (and B respectively) and their tensor
product is the full operator space O = OA ⊗OB .
For any linear operator Oˆ ∈ O, we then have a unique
decomposition
Oˆ =
∑
ij
OijAˆi ⊗ Bˆj (6)
with coefficients Oij ∈ C obtained by the inner product
Oij = (Aˆi ⊗ Bˆj , Oˆ). (7)
In particular, we consider the unitary evolution oper-
ator
Uˆ(t) = T e−i
∫ t
0
H(t′)dt′ (8)
given in general by a time ordered exponential. It prop-
agates the wave function from time zero to time t and
satisfies the unitary condition at all times t(
Uˆ(t), Uˆ(t)
)
=
1
dim(H)Tr
[
Uˆ(t)†Uˆ(t)
]
= 1. (9)
3As a result, it is a normalized element of the operator
space O in the same way as a normalized wave function
in the Hilbert space H.
With these ingredients, we can define the operator en-
tanglement entropy (opEE) as the Shannon entropy of
the eigenvalues of the reduced operator density matrix
S = −Tr(ρAop ln ρAop) (10)
where the operator reduced density matrix in this basis
is
(ρAop)ij =
∑
k
Uik(U
†)kj , (11)
with Uij = (Aˆi ⊗ Bˆj , Uˆ(t)).
When t = 0, the evolution operator is the identity
operator and hence has zero initial opEE. As t increases,
the operator becomes more and more complicated and
we expect the opEE to reflect the complexity of the time
evolution. To ease the notation, we will drop the hat if
its operator nature is clear in the context, but will reserve
it in figures to make the difference to the usual “state”
EE explicit.
III. GENERAL BEHAVIOR OF OPEE
A. Mapping to Quench
It is useful to map the opEE of the time evolution oper-
ator to a quench problem in a larger Hilbert space, since
this allows us to connect to known features of the wave
function entanglement entropy. In App. A, we introduce
one possible mapping via the channel-state duality, but
this is not the only possibility(for example see 33 for one
using swap operation and 23 for another map in Majo-
rana representation, etc.). Let us introduce below a dif-
ferent mapping preserving locality, which makes it easier
to identify the general features of the opEE of the time
evolution operator as a function of time in finite systems.
Specifically, for an evolution operator (of a time indepen-
dent Hamiltonian) U(t) = e−iHt, our goal is to construct
a corresponding H and state |ψ〉, such that state EE of
e−iHt|ψ〉 is the same as opEE of U(t) under the same real
space partition:
U(t) = e−iHt ↔ e−iHt|ψ〉. (12)
We will see in the next two subsections that in the
MBL phase, a simple choice is
H = H, |ψ〉 = ⊗Li=1|↑〉 (13)
where L is the number of sites. Whereas for a generic
Hamiltonian, |ψ〉 can be taken as
|ψ〉 = ⊗2Li=1|↑〉 (14)
which is in a two-copy Hilbert space H ⊗ H that can
represent all possible operators in O. H in this case will
be an operator acting on H⊗H, which we will construct
explicitly below.
1. MBL Hamiltonian
In the MBL phase the Hamiltonian is effectively given
by multi-spin interaction terms between the “l-bits”
σxi
8,34–39
HMBL =
∑
i
hi0σ
x
i +
∑
ij
J0ijσ
x
i σ
x
j +
∑
ijk
J0ijkσ
x
i σ
x
j σ
x
k + · · ·
(15)
The “l-bits” are local integrals of motion, and the expo-
nentially (with distance) decaying interactions between
them are responsible for the slow entanglement dynam-
ics in MBL systems4–8,40. For this particular type of
Hamiltonian, the time evolution operator U(t) will only
consist of products of the identity operator I ≡ σ0 and
σx. In contrast, the local basis of the complete oper-
ator space O consists of the 4 elements Ii, σ
x
i , σ
y
i and
σzi on site i of the system(compactly denoted as σ
µ
i with
µ = 0, 1, 2, 3 for later convenience). This means that the
MBL time evolution operator is only contained in a sub-
space of dimension 2L of the total operator Hilbert space
O which has the dimension dim (O) = 4L. This allows
us to map the evolution operator to a state Hilbert space
of dimension 2L without doubling the number of degrees
of freedom.
Note that the states |↑〉 = I|↑〉 and |↓〉 = σx| ↑〉 are
orthonormal in the single-site Hilbert space and we can
therefore map I → I|↑〉 and σx → σx|↓〉. In the multiple-
site situation, the basis which only consists of products
of I ≡ σ0 and σx
σµ11 σ
µ2
1 · · ·σµLL µi = 0 or 1 (16)
can be mapped to orthonormal basis in H as
σµ11 σ
µ2
1 · · ·σµLL |↑ · · · ↑〉. (17)
Then the decomposition of U(t)| ↑ . . . ↑〉 in the state
basis is identical to the decomposition of U(t) in the op-
erator basis and the state EE of the wave function af-
ter a global quench from the state | ↑ · · · ↑〉 given by
|ψ(t)〉 = U(t)|↑ · · · ↑〉 is identical to the opEE. Therefore
in this case the bar transformation is the trivial identity
map and |ψ〉 = ⊗Li=1|↑〉.
Applying well known results on the logarithmic EE
growth after a quench from a product state in MBL
systems4–8,40, this mapping immediately implies a log-
arithmic long time growth and an extensive submaximal
saturation value of the opEE in MBL systems and there-
fore gives an initial state independent description of the
information propagation in MBL.
2. Generic Hamiltonian
A completely generic (and possibly non-local) Hamil-
tonian can be composed of all possible spin interactions
H =
3∑
µ1,µ2,··· ,µL=0
Jµ1µ2···µLσ
µ1
1 σ
µ1
2 · · ·σµ1L , (18)
4where σ0 ≡ I is understood as identity operator and
Jµ1µ2···µL are complex interaction coefficients (this is in
fact an operator basis decomposition of the Hamilto-
nian). It occupies the full operator Hilbert space O, and
so by dimensional counting, it is only possible to map the
operator to a double-site state Hilbert space H ×H. In
order to do so, we equip each site with an auxiliary site
and upgrade the Hamiltonian H to
H =
3∑
µ1,µ2,··· ,µL=0
Jµ1µ2···µLσ
µ1
1 σ
µ1
2 · · ·σµ1L , (19)
where each σ is acting on both the physical site and the
nearby auxiliary site. For one dimensional systems, it is
helpful to think of the new Hamiltonian H as a ladder
system (bilayer for 2d), which implies that the locality
features of the initial system are preserved. The “bar”
transformation is defined by the mapping
I = I ⊗ I, σx = σx ⊗ σx,
σy = σy ⊗ I, σz = σz ⊗ σx, (20)
where we introduce a σx operator on auxiliary degrees of
freedom for every operator except for the identity (pro-
ducing an identity on the auxiliary site).
The bar transformation is chosen such that
{σµ| ↑↑〉} (21)
corresponds to an orthonormal basis of the local Hilbert
space corresponding to one site and its auxiliary site.
Therefore by the same generalization to multiple sites,
the opEE of U(t) will be identical to the wave function
entanglement entropy of |ψ(t)〉 = U(t)| ↑ · · · ↑〉.
On the other hand, the bar transformation is an op-
erator algebra isomorphism, which means for operators
O1, O2 ∈ O, we have
O1O2 = O1O2. (22)
For the time evolution operator of a time independent
Hamiltonian (or each infinitesimal time evolution in the
time ordered product), we have
e−iHt = lim
n→∞(1− iH
t
n
)n
= lim
n→∞ (1− iH
t
n
)n = lim
n→∞(1− iH
t
n
)n
= exp(−iHt).
(23)
As a result, the opEE of U(t) is equal to the state EE of
exp(−iHt)| ↑ · · · ↑〉.
As argued above, the barred Hamiltonian will pre-
serve the locality of interaction, (non-)integrability of the
model and the spatial disorder distributions across the
system. As a result, our knowledge of the global quench
EE of those systems can be carried over.
We therefore expect that the opEE of the evolution op-
erator will in general have three domains in its evolution
with time. The behavior for times less than propagating
over one lattice spacing should not be taken seriously,
because of its regulator dependence. In the intermedi-
ate region when the EE is propagating through the sys-
tem, the opEE will increase in a certain manner that is
described by some scaling function (e.g. linear growth
in CFT41, power law in thermal phase4,9, logarithmic
growth in MBL phase4–8,40). In the thermal phase, the
opEE will reach a saturation value which is extensive,
however for integrable systems this may not be true due
to the possible recurrence behavior42.
B. The Page Value
Before analyzing the unitary time evolution of a physi-
cal Hamiltonian, let us first consider the average opEE of
a random unitary operator, which will give us a guideline
for the saturation behavior of random systems.
The average EE of a random wave function (with a
measure that is invariant under unitary transformations,
i.e. Haar measure) was derived by Page43 to be
SPage =
(
mn∑
k=n+1
1
k
)
− m− 1
2n
= lnm− m
2n
+O( 1
mn
),
(24)
where m and n are the dimensions of the Hilbert space
of the two subsystems and m ≤ n.
To fix the notation for clarity, let us consider L sites
hosted with j = 12 spins in a chain with a bipartition in a
smaller system (A) composed of `A spins (its complement
B has then `B = L− `A spins), then
SPage[ψ] = `A ln 2− 2`A−`B−1 +O(2−L). (25)
For an equal partition (`A = `B)
SPage[ψ] =
L
2
ln 2− 1
2
+O(2−L). (26)
The deficit 12 from the maximal possible EE here suggests
a deviation from a maximally entangled state on average.
In App. B, we perform an analytic calculation based
on an integration technique on the unitary group to show
that the average opEE of random gate(unitary operator)
is given by the Page value of a doubled system
SPage[Uˆ ] = 2`A ln 2− 22`A−2`B−1 +O(4−L). (27)
The deficit for the even partition is again 12 .
In the analysis of our numerical results for the opEE
of the evolution operator, we will compare the saturation
values to the Page value.
IV. MODELS
We study various spin models to investigate the behav-
ior of the opEE as a function of time. One of the simplest
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FIG. 2. Operator entanglement entropy S[Uˆ(t)] of the time
evolution operator Uˆ(t) for the models introduced in Sec. IV
as a function of time t. Top panel: Chaotic models. Bottom
panel: Integrable (MBL) models. For all models, the opEE
grows fast for short times and for the considered nonintegrable
models, the opEE reaches a large value close to that of a ran-
dom operator (L ln 2− 1
2
). For the clean integrable cases, the
opEE fluctuates at large times due to commensurate periods
of integrals of motion. The MBL model exhibits the slowest
growth of the opEE with time. For the Floquet model, the
opEE grows nearly linearly and saturates at the limit of a
random unitary operator. The results for disordered models
are averaged over 100 to 1000 realizations.
models is the Ising model in a tilted field
H =
∑
i
σzi σ
z
i+1 + h
x
i σ
x
i + h
z
i σ
z
i , (28)
with the Pauli matrix σxi and σ
z
i on site i. Here, h
x
i
(hzi ) are the transverse (longitudinal) magnetic fields and
we choose a homogeneous configuration without disorder.
This model is integrable in the clean case if either hx or
hz vanish, and non-integrable if both fields are non-zero
with generic parameter choices. We adopt a popular set
hx = 0.9045 hz = 0.8090 (29)
to compare it with existing literature where it was ar-
gued that the system becomes robustly nonintegrable
with these parameters9,44–48.
We also study the standard model of MBL, the random
field Heisenberg chain
H =
1
4
∑
i
[
σxi σ
x
i+1 + σ
y
i σ
y
i+1 + σ
z
i σ
z
i+1
]
+
hzi
2
σzi (30)
where hi is the random field on site i. We take it to
be drawn from a uniform distribution on the interval
[−W,W ], where W is the disorder strength. This model
has an MBL transition at a disorder strength of W ≈
3.717,49 and recent numerical evidence points to slow dy-
namics and subdiffusion at weaker disorder3,4,50–53. It
conserves the total magnetization Sz =
∑
i S
z
i , and al-
lows therefore to study only one magnetization sector.
We project to the largest sector with Sz = 0, having
a Hilbert space dimension of
(
L
L/2
)
. In the clean case
W = 0, it is the integrable XXX chain.
While the Ising model in a tilted random field does not
conserve magnetization, it still conserves energy. In order
to have a completely generic quantum system, one can
even break energy conservation by introducing periodic
driving. We study a Floquet system with driving period
τ given by the time evolution operator over one period
U(τ) = e−i2Hxy
τ
2 e−i2Hz
τ
2 (31)
where
Hxy =
∑
i
hixσ
x
i + h
i
yσ
y
i , h
i
x = 0.9045
Hz =
∑
i
σzi σ
z
i+1 + h
i
zσ
z
i , h
i
z = 0.8090
(32)
We set τ = 0.8 and make two choices of hiy.
1. hiy = 0. This case has the same time averaged
Hamiltonian as the chaotic Ising model evolution46.
However the system is time-reversal invariant (by
shifting half of the period, the unitary matrix is
symmetric) and therefore corresponds to circular
orthogonal ensemble (COE).
2. hiy = 0.3457. The σ
y term breaks the time reversal
symmetry and thus U(τ) should be in the circular
unitary ensemble (CUE).
Both choices lead to essentially identical behavior of
the opEE, although in the CUE case, the dynamics seems
to be slightly more chaotic, as we discuss in Fig. 8. With
this exception, we study the COE model in the rest of this
paper. We employ open boundary conditions throughout
this work.
Fig. 2 gives an overview of the results for all these
models with system size L = 14. In accordance with our
state-quench mapping, the opEE has a fast growth at
short times (except for the MBL case) and then saturates
to a constant value for thermal phase, possibly oscillating
in the integrable models. In the next few sections, we will
address in detail the saturation value and the scaling of
the growth respectively.
V. SATURATION VALUE
Let us first focus on the long time behavior of opEE
S[Uˆ(t)] for various models. In nearly all systems that
we considered, the opEE saturates to a constant value
in Fig. 2 at sufficiently long times, and we classify them
6as follows: Maximally scrambling behavior is found in
the Floquet system, where S[Uˆ(t)] saturates to the Page
value corresponding to a random unitary operator sam-
pled from the Haar measure. Chaotic systems with
conservation laws (energy, magnetization) also exhibit a
large saturation value close to the Page value but with
a small deficit which seems to be independent of system
size and more conservation laws seem to lead to a larger
deficit. In the MBL system with local integrals of mo-
tion the opEE saturates after a very long time at a value
much smaller than the Page value, whereas clean inte-
grable models with nonlocal conservation laws show no
saturation of the opEE, but rather fluctuate more or less
strongly around a value that is smaller than the Page
value. From this observation, we speculate that the spe-
cific nature of the integrals of motion and presumably
their incompatibility with the real space partition causes
these fluctuations.
We will devote the rest of this section to the details of
the two chaotic classes.
A. Floquet Spin Model
We study the Floquet spin model (31) introduced in
Sec. IV as a typical model with no conservation laws.
In previous studies, the average global quench EE of an
initial product state after a long time evolution with the
Floquet Hamiltonian was found to be given by the Page
value L2 ln 2− 12 45,46.
Fig. 2 illustrates that the numerically calculated opEE
for the equal bipartition (`A = `B) saturates to L ln 2− 12
in the long time limit. In App. B, we show that this is
the average opEE of a random unitary operator by partly
using Page’s result for a random state43. This saturation
value is in agreement with the consensus54 that the Flo-
quet evolution operator (without time reversal symme-
try) is indeed a physical realization of the circular unitary
ensemble.
In order to confirm this, we calculate the long time
opEE S[Uˆ(∞)] of the Floquet evolution operator for all
possible bipartitions of the system and compare the re-
sults in Fig. 3 to
SPage = 2`A ln 2− 22`A−2`B−1 (33)
which is essentially the average opEE of a random uni-
tary operator in the corresponding partition, where `A is
the length of subsystem A and `B = (L − `A) the cor-
respondingly the length of its complement. The Floquet
evolution operator opEE matches to the Page value for
all possible partitions even in very small systems.
B. Chaotic systems with conservation laws
The next set of examples we consider in Fig. 2 are
generically nonintegrable systems with conservation laws,
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FIG. 3. Comparison of the saturation value of the opEE of
the time evolution operator S[Uˆ(∞)] (crosses, errorbars illus-
trate the size of fluctuations around the saturation value) of
the Floquet model with the result for a random unitary op-
erator (Page value, given by full lines) for all possible smaller
subsystem sizes `. The opEE for the Floquet system matches
the Page result for all system sizes and partitions perfectly.
in particular the random field Heisenberg chain at weak
disorder (such that it does not exhibit MBL49) and the
tilted Ising chain. The former conserves energy and total
magnetization, while the later was shown to be generi-
cally nonintegrable in Ref. 9 and conserves energy and
parity under reflection.
We choose to present in detail the results of the ran-
dom field Heisenberg model to show the different behav-
iors owing to the conservation laws and the locality of
interactions.
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FIG. 4. Saturation value of the disorder averaged opEE for
the equal bipartition for the random field Heisenberg model
as a function of system size for different disorder strengths.
For strong disorder W & 3.7, the system is in the MBL phase
and we observe a suppressed but extensive saturation value.
At weak disorder, the saturation value scales as L ln 2 but has
a constant deficit.
The saturation behaviors for various disorder strengths
7and different system sizes are shown in Fig. 4. For weak
disorders, the saturation values is still around L ln 2, but
the deficit value is larger than 12 . When the disorder
strength is so large that the system is in the MBL phase,
the saturation value is extensive but is only a fraction
of L ln 2. Note that at weak disorder, there are visible
finite size effects, as it seems that for larger system sizes,
the saturation values for different disorder strengths ap-
proach each other. We suspect that for much larger sys-
tem sizes, the deficit for disorder strengths below the
MBL critical disorder becomes in fact equal, but will re-
main larger than 12 .
The MBL behavior is easy to be interpreted from the
state-quench mapping discussed in Sec. III A. In fact, for
systems deep inside MBL phase, the opEE can be directly
mapped to the global quench of the same Hamiltonian,
and so an upper bound for the saturation value is L2 ln 2,
which is indeed far less than the value in large chaotic
systems.
In the next section, we ascribe the opEE deficit in the
thermal phase to the block structure of the reduced den-
sity matrix, which ultimately is a result of the conserved
total magnetization. We believe that a similar reason-
ing can also be applied to other thermal phase models
with conservation laws, but an explicit demonstration is
lacking.
C. Deficit Value of Random Field Heisenberg
Model
The thermal phase saturation value of the chaotic mod-
els we studied is close to the maximal value, but the
deficit is greater than that of the Floquet systems. Here
we present an argument to explicitly show how the con-
servation law is responsible for this fact in a fixed mag-
netization sector (Sz = 0) of the random field Heisenberg
model.
For simplicity, we will present this argument for the
EE of a wave function and explain the generalization to
the opEE in the end of this subsection.
The constraint Sz = 0 tells us that the Sz bases for
part A and B have to be complementary, i.e. only states
with n↑ up spins in A and N − n↑ up spins in B can
be paired to form the basis of Sz = 0 sector of 2N sites
(other combinations will yield a vanishing wave function
coefficient).
Thus for any given state |ψ〉 with fixed magnetization
Sz = 0, we can do a decomposition
|ψ〉 =
N∑
n↑=0
∑
ij
ψijn↑ |n↑, i〉A|N − n↑, j〉B (34)
where ψijn↑ is a block matrix with
(
N
n↑
)
rows and columns
and ij are the row and column indices. This implies
that the reduced density matrix is also block diagonal
with size
(
N
n↑
)
for each block. The operator version of
this decomposition is just the one with a two-copy block
size
(
N
n↑
)(
N
n′↑
)
. App. C gives a detailed account of how to
utilize this structure in numerical computations.
ρA =
piρi
FIG. 5. Block diagonal form of the reduced density matrix.
Let the eigenvalues of the i-th block be p
(i)
j (the index
i is the same as n↑), and the trace of block i be pi =∑
j p
(i)
j , then the EE is
S = −
∑
i,j
p
(i)
j ln p
(i)
j = −
∑
i
pi ln pi +
∑
i
piSi, (35)
where Si is the EE of the i-th block
Si = −
∑
j
p
(i)
j
pi
ln
p
(i)
j
pi
. (36)
If we regard each block rescaled by pi to be a density
matrix ρi, the total density matrix is then a classical
mixture
ρ =
∑
i
piρi [ρi, ρj ] = 0 (37)
and the EE is the sum of the occupation entropy plus the
average EE of all the blocks.
In principle, one should average the expression of S
over a probability distribution of the occupation prob-
ability pi and entropy distribution of Si. For the sake
of obtaining an upper bound, we can avoid this compli-
cation by just calculating the maximal value. The opti-
mization problem
maxpiS[{pi}] subject to
∑
i
pi = 1 (38)
is easily solved by the Lagrangian multiplier technique
and the maximal EE taking place at pi =
eSi∑
i e
Si
is
Smax = ln
∑
i
eSi (39)
8If the blocks are independent and random, Si will take
the corresponding Page value of the corresponding block
size. In fact, for almost all blocks, Si will be bounded by
the Page value of block size
(
N
i
)
(N = L2 )
Si < S
i
Page = ln
(
N
i
)
− 1
2
+O( 1
N
) i > 0. (40)
This is verified numerically in Fig. 6 for different blocks
of different sizes. There are only 4 exceptional i = 0
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Si
10−1
100
101
102
p
(S
i
)
block (0,3), dim=56
block (1,2), dim=224
block (1,4), dim=560
block (2,3), dim=1568
block (4,4), dim=4900
FIG. 6. Probability distribution of the entropy Si of different
blocks of the operator reduced density matrix ρ. We take
L = 16 disordered Heisenberg model at W = 0.5. The blocks
are labelled by the number of up spins on subsystem A in the
first and second index of ρ and the Page value for each block
is indicated by a dashed line, clearly showing that it is an
upper bound for the block entropy.
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Si
10−8
10−7
10−6
10−5
10−4
10−3
10−2
10−1
100
p
i
FIG. 7. Average weight pi of different blocks of the operator
reduced density matrix ρ vs. the value of the block entropy
Si. We use the same parameters(L = 16, W = 0.5) as in
Fig. 6.
blocks, which only give a o(1) correction to the
∑
eSi ,
becoming an o( 1N ) correction to the total entropy. There-
fore the maximal value of the opEE
Smax < ln
(∑
i
eS
i
Page + o(1)
)
= ln
∑
i
eS
i
Page +O( 1
N
)
= N ln 2− 1
2
+O( 1
N
)
(41)
is bounded by the Page value. When N is large, we
conclude
S < Smax ≤ N ln 2− 1
2
+O( 1
N
). (42)
For the operator version, the only change is the block size
which becomes
(
N
i
)(
N
j
)
, and hence
Sop < ln
∑
ij
(
N
i
)(
N
j
)
− 1
2
= 2N ln 2− 1
2
= L ln 2− 1
2
.
(43)
For large blocks, the numerically calculated values for
Si concentrate on the average as illustrated in Fig. 6.
Similarly, the average values of pi obey the optimal distri-
bution e
Si∑
i e
Si
as shown in Fig. 7. Hence the distribution
of pi gives the largest opEE it can support for a given
subblock entropy Si. We conclude from our numerical
analysis that the total deficit probably stems from the
deficit observed in each block.
VI. GROWTH
In the previous section, we studied the behavior of the
opEE of the evolution operator at very long times in finite
systems and found that a saturation value is reached.
Since it is clear that at the initial time t = 0 the opEE
is zero, we will now consider how the saturation value is
reached in several example systems.
A. Growth of S[Uˆ(t)] for the Floquet model
In Fig. 8 we show the short time behavior of the opEE
(equal bipartition) for the Floquet model (31) of different
system sizes in both COE and CUE parameter choices.
Clearly, the opEE grows very fast at short times and for
different system sizes there are almost no visible finite
size effects. We determine a fit to a power law growth
at short times according to the form S[Uˆ(t)] = atα and
obtain an exponent of α = 0.9641 for COE system and
α = 0.9967 for CUE system. With the available system
sizes it is difficult to determine whether the discrepancy
in COE system from a perfect linear growth (which is
for example observed in the growth of the quench EE
in this model, starting from a product state9) is a finite
size effect or prevails in the thermodynamic limit, but
90 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
t
0
2
4
6
8
10
S
[Uˆ
(t
)]
COE
0.8840t0.9641
L =6
L =8
L =10
L =12
L =14
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
t
CUE
0.8682t0.9967
L =6
L =8
L =10
L =12
L =14
FIG. 8. Growth of the operator entanglement entropy in the
Floquet model (31). The thick black lines correspond to a
power law fit. Left panel: Floquet model with time reversal
symmetry (hiy = 0), a small deviation from a linear growth is
visible in the exponent. Right panel: Floquet model without
time reversal symmetry (hiy = 0.3457), the linear growth is
almost perfect.
from the robustness of the result in Fig. 8, it is likely
that the remaining time reversal symmetry leads to the
deviation. After this initial almost ballistic growth, the
opEE saturates to a value very close to the Page value
as discussed in Sec. V A.
These two results together are consistent with the ex-
pectation that the Floquet Hamiltonian(without conser-
vation) can be considered as an almost perfect scrambler.
B. Growth of S[Uˆ(t)] in the random field
Heisenberg chain
Let us now consider the growth of the opEE in the ran-
dom field Heisenberg chain (30). We have already seen
that the opEE at long times saturates to a value close
to the Page limit, offset by a system size independent
deficit, which we attributed to the constraints caused by
conservation laws.
Here, we restrict ourselves to the case of weak disor-
der, where the Heisenberg chain is not fully many-body
localized.
In Fig. 9, we show the growth of the disorder averaged
opEE for different system sizes and disorder strengths.
The saturation values obtained for very long times are
displayed by dashed lines. It is obvious that the opEE
of the evolution operator reaches the saturation value at
much later times at stronger disorder (W = 2), com-
pared to weak disorder (W = 1). This is consistent with
the numerical evidence for slow dynamics in this region
of the phase diagram, leading to a subballistic growth
of the (state) entanglement entropy after a quench4,
power law information transport as quantified by the
out of time order correlation function55 and subdiffusive
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FIG. 9. (Left) Growth of the disorder averaged operator en-
tanglement entropy of the evolution operator in the random
field Heisenberg model (Sz = 0) at short times for various
disorder strengths. (Right) Growth of the opEE in units of
the saturation value S∞ (dashed horizontal lines) as a func-
tion of time in units of the half saturation time t0.5. We ob-
serve a power law growth at weak disorder with an exponent
α < 1, which is valid for intermediate times, when t ≈ t0.5.
At stronger disorder, the exponent decreases and finite size
effects are stronger, seemingly leading to a long domain of
sup-power law growth of the opEE.
transport4,18,50–53 (see Ref. 3 for a recent review of the
numerical evidence).
To analyze the finite size scaling of the opEE of the evo-
lution operator, we conjecture that the opEE will grow as
a power law in time up to saturation, as was observed for
the EE after a quench4. Then, we can make the scaling
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assumption that for hydrodynamic times (after an initial
transient, but before the saturation), the opEE grows like
S[Uˆ(t)] = βtα and thus we can estimate the time t∞ after
which the opEE saturates:
t∞ ∝ S(∞) 1α , (44)
where S∞ is the saturation value S[Uˆ(∞)]
With this natural timescale in the problem, we propose
the scaling hypothesis
S[Uˆ(t)]/S(∞) = f(t/t∞). (45)
Numerically, it is difficult to determine the saturation
time accurately, as in its proximity the power law growth
seems to be violated. Therefore, we define instead the
time t0.5 at which the opEE reaches half of the saturation
value by
S[Uˆ(t0.5)] =
S[Uˆ(∞)]
2
(46)
and use t0.5 as the natural timescale. We determine this
time by interpolating the time evolution of the opEE and
solving Eq. (46) for t0.5 numerically for each system size
and disorder strength. The associated errorbar of t0.5
is estimated by the error of the opEE divided by the
derivative of the opEE with respect to time.
In the right panels of Fig. 9, we display the opEE di-
vided by the saturation value S[Uˆ(∞)] as a function of
time in units of the half saturation time t0.5 for differ-
ent system sizes on a log-log scale. At weak disorder, all
curves collapse almost perfectly to one universal curve,
displaying a clear power law for t ∼ t0.5. For stronger
disorder, finite size effects become more visible but it
seems that the curves still converge to a universal curve
for larger system sizes. At a disorder strength of W = 2
(bottom panel), the power law regime is shorter than at
weaker disorder and at intermediate times an extended
regime of slow growth of the opEE is visible in the cur-
vature of the curve. Currently, it is unclear where this
regime comes from, but we may speculate that it is due
to the fact that at this disorder strength for finite sys-
tems a fraction of the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian are
already many-body localized49. Although there is no di-
rect connection to the behavior of the eigenstates of the
Hamiltonian, to the growth of the opEE of the evolution
operator can be influenced by this fact and therefore ex-
hibit slower dynamics. At weaker disorder, the fraction
of localized states in the spectrum of the Hamiltonian is
much smaller and therefore the effect of slower dynamics
can be expected to be less visible, which is the case in
our results.
Let us finally address the power law growth of the
opEE at short times. In the previous subsection, we have
shown that for a Floquet system, the growth is almost
linear, however in the random Heisenberg chain slower
dynamics can be expected. We use two methods to de-
termine the exponent of the power law growth: First, we
fit a power law to the growth of the opEE in time for the
largest system size over a time window where it appears
to be linear on a log-log scale, yielding an exponent αfit.
The fit and the value of the exponent is reported in Fig. 9.
The second approach relies on the scaling ansatz, since
according to the scaling arguments explained above, we
expect that
t0.5 ∝ L 1α , (47)
and we can use this ansatz to fit a power law to t0.5(L),
yielding α0.5. Both exponents agree reasonably well with
errorbars. We also show the corresponding power law
curves together with the data collapse for comparison.
C. Growth of S[Uˆ(t)] in the MBL phase
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FIG. 10. Growth of the operator entanglement entropy in the
MBL phase of the random field Heisenberg model (Sz = 0).
It is known that the entanglement dynamics in MBL
systems is much slower than in ergodic systems, in fact
after a quench, the (state) entanglement entropy grows
logarithmically and saturates to a volume law value with
a suppressed prefactor4,6,7,40.
In Fig. 10, we show the disorder averaged opEE of
the evolution operator for different system sizes of the
random field Heisenberg chain (30) at strong disorder
W = 10, where the system is surely in the MBL phase.
On a logarithmic scale in time, it is visible that the sat-
uration value is approached extremely slowly and our
results are consistent with a logarithmic growth of the
opEE, although larger system sizes would be required to
test this hypothesis thoroughly.
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VII. CONCLUSION
We have defined the opEE of the time evolution oper-
ator and analyzed the saturation and growth patterns in
various spin systems.
The Floquet system is the most chaotic among the
models we studied. It has a linear initial growth of the
opEE, saturating at the Page value: the average EE of a
random unitary operator. We note that the linear growth
is also observed in other Floquet models56 and quenches
under a random unitary gate57. It would be interesting to
use the hydrodyanmic theory and surface growing model
in Ref. 57 to explain the linear growth in our opEE.
We also consider another chaotic system with global
conservation laws: the Heisenberg model with disorder
field. There, we find a power law growth with an almost
perfect data collapse in the weak disorder regime and
a saturation value only less than the Page value by an
non-extensive amount. We believe that the conservation
law and locality of the interaction is responsible for the
slower growth and smaller saturation value (compared to
Floquet model). The opEE in the MBL phase exhibits a
logarithmic growth in time and saturates to an extensive
value which is given by a fraction of the saturation value
in chaotic models.
Due to the mapping to a quench problem in Sec. III A,
we understand the behavior of opEE through the knowl-
edge of the wave function EE after a global quench. Yet
one advantage of the opEE is its initial state indepen-
dence. It is therefore useful to characterize the scram-
bling properties of the time evolution operator itself.
The the channel-state duality in App. A gives us a
double-system picture that also emerges in the ther-
mofield double state in the study of the holography with
the presence of the eternal black hole58. The opEE is the
state EE of the global quenched dual state, and in the
gravity dual, the Ryu-Takayanagi surface59 will probe
behind the horizon of the black hole60. It would be in-
teresting to reproduce the scaling and saturation in a
holographic calculation.
Note: Shortly after the submission of this manuscript,
we became aware of a preprint61 that investigates the
opEE mainly from the CFT perspective. Section 4 of
Ref. 61 has an overlap with some our conclusions.
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Appendix A: Channel-State Duality
Here we view the opEE in the light of the channel-state duality originated from the quantum information community.
We restrict to the unitary channel that is relevant to the opEE. A more detailed account and application can be found
for example in Ref. 62–66.
For any linear operator expanded in a basis |i〉 ∈ H,
U =
∑
ij
Uij |i〉〈j| (A1)
we can always construct a corresponding state |ψ〉 in the enlarged Hilbert space H×H
|ψ〉 =
∑
ij
|i〉 ⊗ Uij |j〉∗ =
∑
i
|i〉 ⊗ U |i〉∗. (A2)
Operationally, we just replace the bra 〈j| by a ket |j〉∗ which is the complex conjugation of the state |j〉. This choice
makes the state |ψ〉 basis independent, which can be easily verified by applying a unitary transformation V
|ψ′〉 =
∑
i′
|i′〉 ⊗ U |i′〉∗ =
∑
i′ij
Vi′iV
∗
i′j |i〉 ⊗ U |j〉∗
=
∑
ij
δij |i〉 ⊗ U |j〉∗ = |ψ〉.
(A3)
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So the unique state |ψ〉 dual to the unitary operator U contains all its information, and one can study this state
instead to gain knowledge of the operator.
The dual state is defined on two copies of the original system, and the unitary operator is acting only on one of
them. Partitioning of the operator corresponds to an identical space partitions in these two copies of system, which
is shown in Fig. 11. The opEE is then identical to the state EE of the A, B partition for the dual state |ψ〉. We use
B
A
D(=B)
C(=A)
FIG. 11. Channel state duality point of view of opEE. The vertical lines correspond to the two copies of the original system
and the bipartition of the system into A and B has to be performed equally in both copies.
this picture to analytically compute the average opEE of a random unitary operator in App. B.
Appendix B: Average opEE of Random Unitary Operator
In this appendix, we prove that the average opEE of random unitary operator (circular unitary ensemble) is equal
to the Page value. 26 notices that the distribution of Schmidt eigenvalues of random operator and random state of
doubled system are different. However it is argued that in the large system limit, the ”reshuffled” matrix should
asymptotically follow the same Ginibre ensemble and hence consistent with numerically calculated Page value. We
here present a direct mathematical calculation to prove this point.
We use the standard replica trick and average over the Haar measure [dU ] of the unitary group U(N) to compute
the EE
S¯[U ] = −
∫
[dU ] ∂nTr(ρ
n[U ])
∣∣∣
n=1
(B1)
and further assume that the derivative and integral commute, so that we can compute the average first
Tr(ρn) =
∫
[dU ] Tr(ρn[U ]) (B2)
In a chosen basis, the matrix element can be written as UiAjB ,¯iA j¯B , where the combination of iA, jB exhausts the
indices for a state (left line of Fig. 11), and the same for i¯A, j¯B (right line of Fig. 11). We need a partial transpose
to obtain the expansion coefficient in the operator basis
UiAjB ,¯iA j¯B → UiA i¯A,jB j¯B (B3)
where now iA and i¯A are indexing the Ai basis etc. The density matrix for the operator is then
ρ[U ]iA i¯A,i′A i¯′A = UiA i¯A,jB j¯BU
∗
jB j¯B ,i′A i¯
′
A
, (B4)
summing over repeated indices. The diagrammatic representation in Fig. 12 can guide66 us to write down the
complicated index structure of Tr(ρn[U ]). For a 2n × 2n matrix UiAjB ,¯iA j¯B , the upper two closed lines on each block
U U†
i1A i¯
1
A
j1B j¯
1
B
i¯1A i
1
A
j2B j¯
2
B
i2A i¯
2
A
j¯2B j
2
B
i¯2A i
2
A
j¯1B j
1
B
U U†
FIG. 12. Diagrammatic representation of Tr(ρ2[U ]).
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represents A region indices iA, i¯A and the lower two closed lines represents B region indices jB , j¯B . The two ends of
connecting lines are contracting indices. So for example, the diagram in Fig. 12 can be translated to
Tr(ρ2[U ]) =Ui1Aj1B ,¯i1A j¯1B
(
U†
)
i¯1A j¯
2
B ,i
1
Aj
2
B
Ui2Aj2B ,¯i2A j¯2B
(
U†
)
i¯2A j¯
1
B ,i
2
Aj
1
B
=Ui1Aj1B ,¯i1A j¯1BU
∗
i1Aj
2
B ,¯i
1
A j¯
2
B
Ui2Aj2B ,¯i2A j¯2BU
∗
i2Aj
1
B ,¯i
2
A j¯
1
B
(B5)
where ∗ represents the complex conjugate of the indexed element.
The same type of integral also appears in the discussion of Haar scrambling in Ref. 67 and 66, where the n = 2 case
is calculated by the Weingarten formula to obtain the Re´nyi entropy. We here apply the general Weingarten formula
for the integration on the unitary group,∫
[dU ]Ui1,j1Ui2,j2 . . . Uin,jnU
∗
i′1,j
′
1
U∗i′2,j′2 . . . U
∗
i′n,j′n
=
∑
σ,τ∈Sn
δi1i′σ(1)δi2i
′
σ(2)
. . . δini′σ(n)δj1j
′
τ(1)
δj2j′τ(2) . . . δjnj
′
τ(n)
Wg(N, στ−1)
(B6)
where the sum is taken over all possible permutations in Sn, and N is the size of the matrix 2
L. Wg is the Weingarten
function (see detailed definition and the first few examples in Ref. 68), whose large N limit (thermodynamic limit)68
is given by
Wg(N, σ) =
1
Nn+|σ|
[ ∏
σ=C1C2···Ck
(−1)|Ci|−1Catalan|Ci| +O(N−2)
]
(B7)
where the Ci are the cycle decomposition of σ , |Ci| are the number of elements in this cycle, Catalan is the Catalan
number, |σ| is its Cayley distance to the identity (minimal number of transpositions that makes it identity). Obviously,
the dominant term in N →∞ limit is the one with σ = e
Wg(N, e) =
1
Nn
+O(N−n−2) (B8)
Consequently, in the integration of the U only σ = τ are relevant, i.e. terms whose i index and j index share the
same permutation ∫
[dU ] · · · ∼ 1
Nn
∑
σ∈Sn
δi1i′σ(1)δi2i
′
σ(2)
. . . δini′σ(n)δj1j
′
σ(1)
δj2j′σ(2) . . . δjnj
′
σ(n)
(B9)
The contractions of these delta function can be converted to loop counting in planar diagrams. Let us illustrate the
example of n = 2 ∫
[dU ]Tr(ρ2[U ]) =
∫
[dU ]Ui1Aj1B ,¯i1A j¯1BU
∗
i1Aj
2
B ,¯i
1
A j¯
2
B
Ui2Aj2B ,¯i2A j¯2BU
∗
i2Aj
1
B ,¯i
2
A j¯
1
B
(B10)
where the four indices may be represented as the lids in Fig. 13 After doing the integration, the delta functions for
iA, i¯A jB , j¯B
FIG. 13. Eight indices in Tr(ρ2[U ]), where contractions are performed for the 4 pairs.
each permutation element σ will close these diagrams. For example when σ = (12), there are 1× 2 loops for A indices
and 2× 2 loops for B indices, and then the corresponding factor is 22`A+4`B .
iA, i¯A
σ = (12)
jB , j¯B
σ = (12)
FIG. 14. Delta functions for each permutation element σ will close these diagrams. Each loop will contribute a (2`A)2 or (2`B ),
where the square is for two copies of indices.
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The loop counting is a combinatorial problem that can be formulated in terms of its generating function (by trial
and error). Let
fn(x, y) =
∑
g∈Sn
xχ(g)yχ(τg) (B11)
where χ(g) is the number of cycles in the permutation and τ = (12 · · ·n). The average of the trace can be expressed
by this polynomial
Tr(ρn[U ]) =
1
(22`A+2`B )n
fn(4
`A , 4`B ) =
1
4nL
fn(4
`A , 4`B ) (B12)
At this point, we can apply Page’s state result as a shortcut. For a random state, the component of the wavefunction
is
ψi¯A j¯B = U1,¯iA j¯B (B13)
where U is again taken from the Haar measure. To contrast, we write down the state version of integral for n = 2∫
[dU ]Tr(ρ2[ψ]) =
∫
[dU ]U1,¯i1A j¯1BU
∗
1,¯i1A j¯
2
B
U1,¯i2A j¯2BU
∗
1,¯i1A j¯
1
B
(B14)
The whole process using the Weingarten formula and its asymptotics can be similarly applied; the only difference is
that the state has no unbarred set of indices
Tr(ρn[ψ]) =
1
2nL
fn(2
`A , 2`B ) (B15)
so the opEE will be the Page value of a state with length 2L and partition 2`A + 2`B = 2L, i.e.
S[U ] = 2`A ln 2− 22`A−2`B−1 (B16)
We also manage to do a direct combinatorial computation for equal partition, where the top coefficient of the
generating function69 an (cf. Ref. 70 for why the top power is n+ 1 and the concept of genus)
fn(x, x) =
∑
g∈Sn
xχ(g)+χ(τg) = anx
n+1 + · · · (B17)
determines the trace
Tr(ρn[ψ]) =
1
4nL
fn(4
L
2 , 4
L
2 ) =
an
2(n−1)L
+O( 1
2nL
). (B18)
By analytic continuation, the EE is
S[U ] = L ln 2− ∂nan
∣∣∣
n=1
+O( 1
2L
). (B19)
Through a series of bijections, one can show that an is the Catalan number(exercise 118 of Refs. 69, 71)
an =
2n!
n!(n+ 1)!
(B20)
Therefore
∂n
2n!
n!(n+ 1)!
∣∣∣
n=1
= ∂n
1
n(n+ 1)B(n, n+ 1)
∣∣∣
n=1
=
1
2
(B21)
gives us the correct deficit of the Page value
S = L ln 2− 1
2
(B22)
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Appendix C: Lin Table Algorithm for Sz = 0 Sector
We take the σz basis in the Hilbert space, each of which are eigenvectors of total
∑
i σ
z
i . Consider the subspace
where the eigenvalue of the total Sz is zero. Each basis state then has an equal number of ↑ spins and ↓ spins. In a
2N sites system, the dimension of the subspace is
(
2N
N
)
.
For any state in this subspace, we can take advantage of the constraint to do a partial Schmidt decomposition
|ψ〉 =
∑
n↑
∑
ij
ψijn↑ |n↑, i〉A|n− n↑, j〉B (C1)
where ψijn↑ is a block diagonal matrix, the number of up spins n↑ in part A is the block index and ij are the row and
column indices within the block. The dimension of each block is
(
N
n↑
)2
, and the identity
N∑
n↑=0
(
N
n↑
)2
=
(
2N
N
)
(C2)
ensure that the coefficients from the σz basis wavefunction to the block elements ψijn↑ is just a permutation.
We use a 2N-bit binary number to represent the σz basis. In the example of N = 3, the σz basis wavefunction
wavefunction elements are 
000 001 010 011 100 101 110 111
000 ψ1
001 ψ2 ψ3 ψ4
010 ψ5 ψ6 ψ7
011 ψ8 ψ9 ψ10
100 ψ11 ψ12 ψ13
101 ψ14 ψ15 ψ16
110 ψ17 ψ18 ψ19
111 ψ20

(C3)
and the corresponding ψijn↑ matrix is
111 (011 101 110) (001 010 100) 000
000 ψ1
001 ψ2 ψ3 ψ4
010 ψ5 ψ6 ψ7
100 ψ11 ψ12 ψ13
011 ψ8 ψ9 ψ10
101 ψ14 ψ15 ψ16
110 ψ17 ψ18 ψ19
111 ψ20

(C4)
If we store ψijn↑ in a row vector, then the index of ψ will be
(1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 11, 12, 13, 8, 9, 10, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20) (C5)
The permutation element we are looking for in this n = 3 example is (8, 11), (9, 12), (10, 13). The algorithm needs to
figure out the conversion table from the σz basis elements to the block elements and then do the Schmidt decomposition
for each blocks, which is much more efficient than doing it in the full Hilbert space. We note that this can be done
efficiently using the method of Lin tables as pointed out by H. Lin in Ref. 72.
∗ tzhou13@illinois.edu
16
1 F. Borgonovi, F. M. Izrailev, L. F. Santos, and V. G. Zelevinsky, “Quantum chaos and thermalization in isolated systems of
interacting particles,” Physics Reports Quantum chaos and thermalization in isolated systems of interacting particles, 626,
1–58 (2016).
2 Luca D’Alessio, Yariv Kafri, Anatoli Polkovnikov, and Marcos Rigol, “From Quantum Chaos and Eigenstate Thermalization
to Statistical Mechanics and Thermodynamics,” Advances in Physics 65, 239–362 (2016), arXiv: 1509.06411.
3 David J. Luitz and Yevgeny Bar Lev, “The Ergodic Side of the Many-Body Localization Transition,” arXiv:1610.08993
[cond-mat] (2016), arXiv: 1610.08993.
4 David J. Luitz, Nicolas Laflorencie, and Fabien Alet, “Extended slow dynamical regime close to the many-body localization
transition,” Phys. Rev. B 93, 060201 (2016).
5 Gabriele De Chiara, Simone Montangero, Pasquale Calabrese, and Rosario Fazio, “Entanglement entropy dynamics of
Heisenberg chains,” J. Stat. Mech. 2006, P03001 (2006).
6 Marko Zˇnidaricˇ, Tomazˇ Prosen, and Peter Prelovsˇek, “Many-body localization in the Heisenberg $XXZ$ magnet in a
random field,” Phys. Rev. B 77, 064426 (2008).
7 Jens H. Bardarson, Frank Pollmann, and Joel E. Moore, “Unbounded Growth of Entanglement in Models of Many-Body
Localization,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 017202 (2012).
8 Maksym Serbyn, Z. Papic´, and Dmitry A. Abanin, “Universal Slow Growth of Entanglement in Interacting Strongly
Disordered Systems,” Physical Review Letters 110, 260601 (2013).
9 Hyungwon Kim and David A. Huse, “Ballistic spreading of entanglement in a diffusive nonintegrable system,” Physical
review letters 111, 127205 (2013).
10 Bela Bauer and Chetan Nayak, “Area laws in a many-body localized state and its implications for topological order,” J.
Stat. Mech. 2013, P09005 (2013).
11 Jonas A. Kja¨ll, Jens H. Bardarson, and Frank Pollmann, “Many-Body Localization in a Disordered Quantum Ising Chain,”
Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 107204 (2014).
12 Ronen Vosk, David A. Huse, and Ehud Altman, “Theory of the Many-Body Localization Transition in One-Dimensional
Systems,” Phys. Rev. X 5, 031032 (2015).
13 Andrew C. Potter, Romain Vasseur, and S. A. Parameswaran, “Universal Properties of Many-Body Delocalization Transi-
tions,” Phys. Rev. X 5, 031033 (2015).
14 Xiao Chen, Xiongjie Yu, Gil Young Cho, Bryan K. Clark, and Eduardo Fradkin, “Many-body localization transition in
Rokhsar-Kivelson-type wave functions,” Phys. Rev. B 92, 214204 (2015).
15 David J. Luitz, “Long tail distributions near the many body localization transition,” Physical Review B 93 (2016),
10.1103/PhysRevB.93.134201, arXiv: 1601.04058.
16 Xiongjie Yu, David J. Luitz, and Bryan K. Clark, “Bimodal entanglement entropy distribution in the many-body localization
transition,” Physical Review B 94, 184202 (2016).
17 Arijeet Pal and David A. Huse, “Many-body localization phase transition,” Phys. Rev. B 82, 174411 (2010).
18 David J. Luitz and Yevgeny Bar Lev, “Anomalous thermalization in ergodic systems,” Physical Review Letters 117 (2016),
10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.170404, arXiv: 1607.01012.
19 J. M. Deutsch, “Quantum statistical mechanics in a closed system,” Phys. Rev. A 43, 2046–2049 (1991).
20 Mark Srednicki, “Chaos and quantum thermalization,” Phys. Rev. E 50, 888–901 (1994).
21 Marcos Rigol, Vanja Dunjko, and Maxim Olshanii, “Thermalization and its mechanism for generic isolated quantum
systems,” Nature 452, 854–858 (2008).
22 Jayendra N. Bandyopadhyay and Arul Lakshminarayan, “Entangling power of quantum chaotic evolutions via operator
entanglement,” arXiv:quant-ph/0504052 (2005), arXiv: quant-ph/0504052.
23 Tomazˇ Prosen and Iztok Pizˇorn, “Operator space entanglement entropy in a transverse Ising chain,” Phys. Rev. A 76,
032316 (2007).
24 Iztok Pizˇorn and Tomazˇ Prosen, “Operator space entanglement entropy in $XY$ spin chains,” Physical Review B 79, 184416
(2009).
25 Tomazˇ Prosen, “Chaos and complexity of quantum motion,” Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 40, 7881
(2007).
26 Marcin Musz, Marek Kus´, and Karol Z˙yczkowski, “Unitary quantum gates, perfect entanglers, and unistochastic maps,”
Physical Review A 87, 022111 (2013).
27 Paolo Zanardi, Christof Zalka, and Lara Faoro, “Entangling power of quantum evolutions,” Physical Review A 62, 030301
(2000).
28 Michael A. Nielsen, Christopher M. Dawson, Jennifer L. Dodd, Alexei Gilchrist, Duncan Mortimer, Tobias J. Osborne,
Michael J. Bremner, Aram W. Harrow, and Andrew Hines, “Quantum dynamics as a physical resource,” Physical Review
A 67, 052301 (2003).
29 Karol Zyczkowski and Ingemar Bengtsson, “On duality between quantum maps and quantum states,” arXiv:quant-
ph/0401119 (2004), arXiv: quant-ph/0401119.
30 Ulrich Schollwoeck, “The density-matrix renormalization group in the age of matrix product states,” Annals of Physics 326,
96–192 (2011), arXiv: 1008.3477.
31 David Pekker and Bryan K. Clark, “Encoding the structure of many-body localization with matrix product operators,”
arXiv:1410.2224 [cond-mat] (2014), arXiv: 1410.2224.
32 Frank Pollmann, Vedika Khemani, J. Ignacio Cirac, and S. L. Sondhi, “Efficient variational diagonalization of fully many-
body localized Hamiltonians,” Phys. Rev. B 94, 041116 (2016).
17
33 Xiaoguang Wang, Barry C. Sanders, and Dominic W. Berry, “Entangling power and operator entanglement in qudit
systems,” Physical Review A 67 (2003), 10.1103/PhysRevA.67.042323.
34 Maksym Serbyn, Z. Papic´, and Dmitry A. Abanin, “Local Conservation Laws and the Structure of the Many-Body Localized
States,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 127201 (2013).
35 David A. Huse, Rahul Nandkishore, and Vadim Oganesyan, “Phenomenology of fully many-body-localized systems,” Phys.
Rev. B 90, 174202 (2014).
36 Rahul Nandkishore and David A. Huse, “Many-Body Localization and Thermalization in Quantum Statistical Mechanics,”
Annu. Rev. Condens. Matter Phys. 6, 15–38 (2015).
37 John Z. Imbrie, “On Many-Body Localization for Quantum Spin Chains,” J Stat Phys 163, 998–1048 (2016).
38 John Z. Imbrie, “Diagonalization and Many-Body Localization for a Disordered Quantum Spin Chain,” Phys. Rev. Lett.
117, 027201 (2016).
39 J. Z. Imbrie, V. Ros, and A. Scardicchio, “Review: Local Integrals of Motion in Many-Body Localized systems,”
arXiv:1609.08076 [cond-mat, physics:math-ph] (2016), arXiv: 1609.08076.
40 Rajeev Singh, Jens H. Bardarson, and Frank Pollmann, “Signatures of the many-body localization transition in the dynamics
of entanglement and bipartite fluctuations,” New J. Phys. 18, 023046 (2016).
41 Pasquale Calabrese and John Cardy, “Evolution of Entanglement Entropy in One-Dimensional Systems,” Journal of Statis-
tical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment 2005, P04010 (2005), arXiv: cond-mat/0503393.
42 John Cardy, “Quantum Revivals in Conformal Field Theories in Higher Dimensions,” arXiv:1603.08267 [cond-mat,
physics:hep-th] (2016), arXiv: 1603.08267.
43 Don N. Page, “Average entropy of a subsystem,” Physical Review Letters 71, 1291–1294 (1993).
44 Tomazˇ Prosen, “General relation between quantum ergodicity and fidelity of quantum dynamics,” Physical Review E 65
(2002), 10.1103/PhysRevE.65.036208.
45 Liangsheng Zhang, Hyungwon Kim, and David A. Huse, “Thermalization of entanglement,” arXiv:1501.01315 [cond-mat,
physics:quant-ph] (2015), arXiv: 1501.01315.
46 Liangsheng Zhang, Vedika Khemani, and David A. Huse, “A Floquet Model for the Many-Body Localization Transition,”
arXiv:1609.00390 [cond-mat] (2016), arXiv: 1609.00390.
47 M. Akila, D. Waltner, B. Gutkin, and T. Guhr, “Particle-Time Duality in the Kicked Ising Chain I: The Dual Operator,”
Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 49, 375101 (2016), arXiv: 1602.07130.
48 M. Akila, D. Waltner, B. Gutkin, and T. Guhr, “Particle-Time Duality in the Kicked Ising Chain II: Applications to the
Spectrum,” arXiv:1602.07479 [cond-mat, physics:nlin, physics:quant-ph] (2016), arXiv: 1602.07479.
49 David J. Luitz, Nicolas Laflorencie, and Fabien Alet, “Many-body localization edge in the random-field Heisenberg chain,”
Physical Review B 91 (2015), 10.1103/PhysRevB.91.081103, arXiv: 1411.0660.
50 Yevgeny Bar Lev and David R. Reichman, “Dynamics of many-body localization,” Phys. Rev. B 89, 220201 (2014).
51 Yevgeny Bar Lev, Guy Cohen, and David R. Reichman, “Absence of Diffusion in an Interacting System of Spinless Fermions
on a One-Dimensional Disordered Lattice,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 100601 (2015).
52 Kartiek Agarwal, Sarang Gopalakrishnan, Michael Knap, Markus Mu¨ller, and Eugene Demler, “Anomalous Diffusion and
Griffiths Effects Near the Many-Body Localization Transition,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 160401 (2015).
53 Marko Zˇnidaricˇ, Antonello Scardicchio, and Vipin Kerala Varma, “Diffusive and Subdiffusive Spin Transport in the Ergodic
Phase of a Many-Body Localizable System,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 040601 (2016).
54 Fritz Haake, Quantum Signatures of Chaos, Springer Series in Synergetics, Vol. 54 (Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin,
Heidelberg, 2010).
55 David J. Luitz and Yevgeny Bar Lev, “Information propagation in isolated quantum systems,” arXiv:1702.03929 [cond-mat,
physics:hep-th] (2017), arXiv: 1702.03929.
56 Sunil K. Mishra, Arul Lakshminarayan, and V. Subrahmanyam, “Protocol using kicked Ising dynamics for generating states
with maximal multipartite entanglement,” Physical Review A 91, 022318 (2015).
57 Adam Nahum, Jonathan Ruhman, Sagar Vijay, and Jeongwan Haah, “Quantum Entanglement Growth Under Random
Unitary Dynamics,” arXiv:1608.06950 [cond-mat, physics:hep-th, physics:quant-ph] (2016), arXiv: 1608.06950.
58 Juan M. Maldacena, “Eternal Black Holes in AdS,” Journal of High Energy Physics 2003, 021–021 (2003), arXiv: hep-
th/0106112.
59 Shinsei Ryu and Tadashi Takayanagi, “Aspects of holographic entanglement entropy,” Journal of High Energy Physics 2006,
045 (2006).
60 Thomas Hartman and Juan Maldacena, “Time evolution of entanglement entropy from black hole interiors,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:1303.1080 (2013).
61 J. Dubail, “Entanglement scaling of operators: a conformal field theory approach, with a glimpse of simulability of long-time
dynamics in 1+1d,” arXiv:1612.08630 [cond-mat, physics:hep-th, physics:quant-ph] (2016), arXiv: 1612.08630.
62 John de Pillis, “Linear transformations which preserve hermitian and positive semidefinite operators,” Pacific Journal of
Mathematics 23, 129–137 (1967).
63 Man-Duen Choi, “Completely positive linear maps on complex matrices,” Linear Algebra and its Applications 10, 285–290
(1975).
64 A. Jamio lkowski, “Linear transformations which preserve trace and positive semidefiniteness of operators,” Reports on
Mathematical Physics 3, 275–278 (1972).
65 Min Jiang, Shunlong Luo, and Shuangshuang Fu, “Channel-state duality,” Physical Review A 87, 022310 (2013).
66 Pavan Hosur, Xiao-Liang Qi, Daniel A. Roberts, and Beni Yoshida, “Chaos in quantum channels,” Journal of High Energy
Physics 2016, 1–49 (2016).
18
67 Stephen H. Shenker and Douglas Stanford, “Black holes and the butterfly effect,” Journal of High Energy Physics 2014, 67
(2014).
68 Benoˆıt Collins and Piotr S´niady, “Integration with Respect to the Haar Measure on Unitary, Orthogonal and Symplectic
Group,” Communications in Mathematical Physics 264, 773–795 (2006).
69 Richard P. Stanley, Catalan Numbers (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2015).
70 Serge Dulucq and Rodica Simion, “Combinatorial Statistics on Alternating Permutations,” Journal of Algebraic Combina-
torics 8, 169–191 (1998).
71 Rodica Simion, “Noncrossing partitions,” Discrete Mathematics 217, 367–409 (2000).
72 H. Q. Lin, “Exact diagonalization of quantum-spin models,” Phys. Rev. B 42, 6561–6567 (1990).
